REMARKS 

At present, applicants' clairr.s 1-6 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 based upon the patent to Aoki et al. (U.S. Patent 
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if d o u e n _ 



Sasaki (U.S. Patent No 



J, :2i,A22) 



It is a fundamental tenet of all rejections under 3 5 U.S.C. § 
lu?. :ha~ all of the recited elements in an applicant's claim must 
ce found within tne cited documents. In the present case, it is 
to be particularly no-tea that applicants' first claimed element 
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Clearly, the reasons for this is that none of the art cited by 
tne Examiner appreciates tne problems solved by applicant's 
claimed design, in particular, it is noted that tne art cited 
does, no*: appreciate the difficulties associated with piuaoino an 

iuiacel circuit boar. 
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pi jium individual printed circuit cards. :v- ; v;c- - cf the - 
number of electrical connections that have to oe engaged, tr 
insertion forces hao^e to be much larger. Ac c o r a o n g 1 y , one 
therefore also finds recited in applicants' claim 1 and the 
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Again, as pointed out atove, it is a fundamental tenet o<f 
every rejection under 35 U.S.C. § II? that ail claim elements are 
to- he fo'und in at least one of the cited documents. In this 
case, in addition to- the lac.< of an electrical connector disposed 
alor:g an edge o»f a printed circuit :oard , there is also absent 
from the cited art any recitations directed to the inclusion o-f a_ 
st i f fener which is disoosec o-n the printed circuit board and 
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substantially' coextensive with tne printed circuit 



h o a rd . 
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ilor.e, it is seen that the reject ion 
ot be sustained. 



Furthermore, a close examination of the Examiner's argument 
indicates that the Examiner is merely picking and choosing those 
cited portions of the subject patents as a ba~is> for nis 
rejection, This is impermissible under' :5 U.S.C. § 103. This 
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specific reference to the patent mo Sasaki, it is noted that that 
potent does not include any reference to a none onduct i ve base nor 
does it include any reference to a base which is sub c t ant, ia 1 1 y 



seen on its face tnat Sasaki is directed t;o coot f igu r a 1 1 ens for 
u : ten . ~ k perssnai computers. in particular, tne elements of 
Sasaki to which the Examiner refers are the none onduct i to piece 
that surrounds tne circuitry ci a 1 act on or notecook personal 
computer . As such, it is seen that those of ordinary skill in 
the art. following tne teachings of Sasaki would ce led to 
surround t h e intern al electrical components with a none on due t iv^ 
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would deploy a 
assuming, 



purely for the sake of argument that a printed circuit board is 
something which can be equated to a printed circuit card, which 
it cannot). Once one surrounds a printed circuit hoard with a 
nonconduct ive case, any edge connectors that it possesses would 
be unavailable for making electrical contact with anything. 
Accordingly, these of ordinary skill in the art that would 



at tempt 



ieoloy the nonce nduct ive case of Sasaki a round 



'Plicants' circuit board wiulil render it ineffective for the 
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This is o; 1 early not tne case, 
tea things tnat are contrary t: 
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ao:tu ally prov id>; 
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on the cited references. 
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The Examiner is asserting that he is only using the teachings 
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with a nonconduct ive base which is substantially coextensive with 
a printed circuit board. In this combination, as suggested cy 
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the Examiner, the Examiner is completely ignoring the fact that 
Sasaki teaches that the case surrounds all circuit com: 
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Documents cited in support of rejections under U.c.c 
must be considered for all that they teach. The clear and 
unequivocal teachings from Sas^Ki are that case A surrounds the 
components contained witrin a personal notebook computer device 
Tho'se of ordinary skill in the art would not make personal 
comruter oevi :es with half of tne electrical connections, 
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applicants' own teachings. This is no>t permitted as a oasis for 
structuring eouni rejections under- ;5 U.O.c t 102. If one forgets 



completely e.eo:ri:^.y 
still nonetn. 1 



iple te ly 



= i 



is an: 



-> ^ iy> ^ ^ n fZj 



: 1 j S • 



elect r i 



ormted cir; 



: the combined teachings fail t 
board structure which has an 



e c t o r d l s oosed a bona it 



ae 



unequivocally clear 

include any edge 

5in::e their printed sir: 
circuit boaro is fixed \ 
Accordingly, there is nc 



Th 



edge 



op- 



empu.oy prontea circuit coara eage 




61 in which the beard of Aoki et al. is disposed as being a 
stiffener which is sut stant lai ly coextensive with the printed 
circuit board. In this regard, it is noted that the clearly 



recited st ructura 1 lanquaae "substantia 1 1' 



:>extens ive with' 



cannot be equated to v runs alone two edges thereof." In this 
regard, it is noted that applicants' claimed stiffener is 
disposed on the printed circuit board to prevent flexure thereof. 
In contrast, it is noted that in the patent to- Aoki et al., as a 
printed circuit ca rd is inserted into cinneccor 17, their case or 
cabinet does not o revert flexure of their circuit board, 



especially with respect to its central region. Accordingly, it 
is seen that the notion of flexure prevention is not a problem 
even remotely appreciated within the teachings cf Aoki et al. 
Furthermore, it is seen that any stiffening provided by Aoki et 
al.'s cabinet structure does not have any effect on the central 
nor ci oris of their runted circuit board. iven it 
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contrast, this structural language is clearly found in 
applicants' claims. The applicants, therefore, categorically 
disagree with the notitn that cabinet 6; in Aoki et al. is in any 

Furthermore, uppl i c an t s ' claims spe ci f l ca 1 iy recite tnat their 
stiffener is disposed :n a side of the board opposite t: the 

Fi cures 7A or 7 E. of Aoki et al. Their cabinet, is clearly 



dosposeci to be on the same siae of 
receives their printed circuit car; 



D r i : 



it board that 
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can find no relevant reference therein. However, it is noted 
that applicants' claim is directed to an assembly of three 
elements which together comprise a circuit board assembly. 



The Examiner also refers to what he describes as applicants' 
arguments concerning EMI shielding. In this regard, the Examiner 
indicates that the applicants have never claimed stiffeners 
acting as providing this shielding function. However, it is 
noted that metal is a well-known electromagnetic shielding 
mechanism. In this regard, it is noted that applicants' claim 2 
specifically refers to a circuit board assembly in which the 
stiffener employed comprises metallic material. As such, its EMI 
shielding properties are inherent. There is no separate need to 
claim this inherent property of a metal stiffener. 

The Examiner has also indicated that the applicants herein dc 
net claim a pluggable board. In this regard, tne Examiner is 
missing the fact that appl i cant s ' claimed circuit board assembly, 
because of its recited structure, is pluggable. Inherent 
characteristics of recited structures oc not have to be 
separately recited in the words of the claim. The Examiner also 
indicates, on the ccp : f page 4 of the Office Artier, referred t: 
above, that the stiffener in Aoki e: al. is substantially 
coextensive with the printer c :. r : .; h board ana is 
i n s e r t a c 1 e / remcvaole ween it. is o inula ted with the o r i n t e d 
circuit carols. This is clearly erroneccs. There is p.: thing in 
the structure cr teacnincs in Aoki et al. which states that frame 
63 is either insert able cr remcvaole. Nor it it anywhere 
indicated that the circuit beard is intertable or removable. It 
is, however, a clear and unequivocal teaching of Aoki et al. that 
when their circuit beard is fully populated with inserted printed 
circuit cares, which depend upon the presence of frame 6c for 
insertion, that tne frame could not, would not and definitely 
should not be removed. 
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In light of the comments presented above, it is clearly seen 
that the rejection cf applicants' claims 1-5 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 is net wel 1- founded . Accordingly, it is respectfully 
submitted that this rejection be withdrawn. 



As a matter of formality, applicants wish to point out to the 
Examiner that reference numeral 134 in Figure tH was included by 
mistake in the informal drawings submitted earlier. However, 
this error has been corrected in the formal set of drawings 
submitted on November 13, 2001. 
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Accordingly, it is now seen that ail of tne applicants' 
claims are in condition for allowance. Therefore, early 
notification of the allowability of applicants' claims is 
earnestly solicited. Furthermore, if there are any matters which 
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Accordingly, applicants' attorney may be reached for this purpose 
at the numbers provided below. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 



DATE BY: LAWRENCE D. CUTTER, SR. Attorney 

Registration No. 2 8,501 
Phone: 345-433-1172 
Fax: 845-432-9766 



